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Call to order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 

Dr. O'Brien advised that the first item on the agenda would be considered in 
"Closed Session" and he asked anyone present who was not a member of 


Senate to leave the meeting until the matter had been dealt with. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY MR. 
WIEMANN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 
SEPTEMBER 30, 1977, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
OSMAN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF OCTOBER 21, 
1977, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to two documents which were 
circulated for the meeting but which were not enscribed on the Agenda. 
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These were document US-77-16-D2(a) concerning agenda item IV, and 
document US-77-16-D4 relating to item VIII, a). 77-16-6 He informed 
members of Senate that a set of official documents relating to the 
membership and powers of Senate, the Committees of Senate, and the 
Faculty Councils, were currently in the mail. Since these were the same 
documents that exist in the official Policies Books of the University, copies 
have not been sent to members of Senate such as Deans, who already have 
those books in their offices. 


He drew the attention of Senate to documents US-77-16-D2 and US- 
77-16-D2(a) which constitute the 1977/78 operating budget for the 
admissible area of the University. He explained that this was the portion of 
the budget which was basically the budget for the teaching and support 
services of the University. It did not include those budgets which were 
specially financed, such as Student Services, Ancillary Services such as the 
Cafeteria, or Research Budgets. The documents were being tabled for the 
information of Senate. 


Question Period 


Concern was expressed over the Concordia Bookstore practice of under 
ordering text books and it was stated that this problem was noted at a 
meeting of the Engineering Faculty Council held on February 18, 1977. The 
response from the Executive Committee of the Engineering Faculty Council 
at that time was that the Office of the Assistant Dean would inform the 
Bookstore about class enrolments that have significantly exceeded capacity 
in order to avoid serious shortages of text books. Also, the Bookstore uses 
no single guideline to decide what proportion of books for Engineering 
courses would actually be ordered and the factors considered were the size 
of the class, the return policy of the publisher, the availability of second 
hand books, the speed of delivery from the publisher, and past experience 
with the instructor in the course. In essence, the Bookstore gives each 
instructor a credit or reliability rating which the instructor has no knowledge 
of and it was wondered what exactly the criteria and guidelines were which 
influenced the Bookstore's ordering policy. Furthermore, it was argued that 
the rating of each instructor should be public knowledge and the instructor 
should be made aware of that rating in order to improve performance in the 
future. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the purpose of the Bookstore was to come as 
close as humanly possible to matching the books that are stocked to the 
number of books which will be sold in the course of a given year. This was 
amore complicated art than one tends to think at first glance and the factors 
mentioned above were a tolerably good indication of those things that may 
influence the decision. 


He advised that three or four years ago the Bookstore had a substantial 
problem with over ordering and he explained that the disadvantage of that 
was that if the books were not sold in one year and if they could not be sold 
the following year because the course and book change, and if they could 
not be returned to the publisher because of the publisher's return policy, the 


77-16-9 


Bookstore would be stuck with the cost of the books. Since the Bookstore 
was ultimately a self-financing, self-balancing operation, the greater the 
losses of that kind are, then the higher the overall price of books has to be in 
order to come out even and the students will suffer in that dimension. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was an ongoing problem and to the extent that it 
was not working smoothly, efforts should be made to improve the 
effectiveness of the system. However, it was an area in which it was 
virtually impossible to reach 100 percent effectiveness because at the end of 
the day it becomes a matter of judgement as to the number of books which 
should be ordered and inevitably the Bookstore would be wrong each year 
in a certain number of courses. 


The alternative of ordering to a margin of error in all courses, has such 
major financial implications that one has to cut the line somewhat more 
closely. 


It was suggested that one possible way of improving the situation would be 
to advise the instructor, before the course begins, as to how many copies of 
the text would be available for the students. The instructor could then take 
appropriate steps early in the course, to obtain copies of the text either 
directly through the publisher or through other contacts which the instructor 
may have developed. 


It was stated that the problem was quite severe in the Faculty of Engineering 
where in many courses only half of the class had been able to acquire the 
necessary text books at the beginning of the semester. Also, these text 
books are not easily obtainable from other bookstores in Montreal. 


The feeling was expressed that a written report should be prepared by the 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, detailing the Bookstore's policies 
on these matters. It was also strongly suggested that if the Bookstore 
evaluates orders on the basis of an instructor's reliability there should be 
feedback to the instructor on what that reliability rating was. 


Dr. O'Brien emphasized that what was being talked about was not a new 
system that the Bookstore introduced this past year. Rather, the approach 
that has been described was the approach that has been used for the past 
several years and from what has been said it appeared that it has not 
functioned satisfactorily this year. He advised that he would look into the 
question. 


Responding to a question concerning the Report from the Library 
Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised that while he had not been able to attend 
the Steering Committee meeting, it was nonetheless his impression that the 
feeling of the Steering Committee was that since the material to make it a 
useful discussion and not merely an unsatisfactory repetition of previous 
Senate discussions was not available, it would therefore not serve a useful 
purpose to bring the question involved in that Report forward to this 
meeting. 
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Senate was advised that the Steering Committee forwarded a 
recommendation from the Arts and Science Faculty Council concerning the 
Library Loans Policy to the Library Committee and that it was expected that 
the Report from the Library Committee would be on the agenda for the next 
meeting of Senate. 


Responding to a question concerning the Library budget, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the percentage of the University Budget allocated to the Library 
was in fact one of the higher percentages in Quebec Universities. Also, the 
10 percent figure which was referred to was a standard figure put together 
by Librarians to argue why their Library should have more money than 
what was allocated. That figure represents a goal or an ideal rather than 
what was typically spent on University Libraries. 


Comparatively speaking, the percentage allocation of the University Budget 
to the Library stands up reasonably well, particularly if one considers the 
fact that Library budgets are reasonably obvious victims for compression in 
times of financial exigency. 


With respect to a question concerning the present level of Library holdings, 
it was felt that while meeting the national norm was certainly an objective, 
there was another dimension to the problem which was the question of 
policy in collection development. Because of the merger we have some 
opportunities of having a more rational policy in this area, namely, getting 
out of a situation in which there is on each campus, in each field, a 40 
percent adequate collection and moving towards a situation in which for 
certain fields, on some campus, we aim at having an 80 percent adequate 
collection. 


This question was also being raised at the Provincial level and it was felt 
that with the size of the Acquisitions Budget presently available to the 
Libraries in the four Montreal Universities it was getting to the point at 
which it was almost a scandal that there was not more coordination in the 
collection development policy among the Montreal Universities. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. OSMAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
HEDMANN, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE CURRICULUM 
COORDINATING COMMITTEE, THE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, AND 
THE FELLOWSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE, 
(DOC-US-77-16-D5), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
IT WAS MOVED BY MR. BRIKIS, SECONDED BY MR. HEDMANN, 


THAT PETER SAUER, FRED LITWIN, AND SUSAN SUGAR, BE 
APPOINTED RESPECTIVELY TO THE CURRICULUM 
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COORDINATING COMMITTEE, THE LIBRARY COMMITTEE, AND 
THE FELLOSHIPS, SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT PROF. G.D. XISTRIS, FACULTY OF 
ENGINEERING, BE APPOINTED TO THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE, TERM TO 1979. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Space Planning Advisory Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this was a Committee which he had appointed 
for the purposes which the name of the Committee implies. It includes, 
among other members, five students appointed by Senate and in this 
context, it was expected that the Student Associations would suggest to 
Senate the names of the student representatives to be appointed. So far there 
have been no student appointments to the Committee because the 
nominations have simply not come forward. 


Document US-77-16-D5 contained the names of two student nominations 
which were now before Senate. 


Given the fact that the two nominations were from the Loyola campus, it 
was wondered what the intention of the student group as a whole was 
around the question of the five student positions on the Committee. 


It was explained that the two names were submitted by the Loyola Students 
Association and were being nominated by the Student Academic Caucus. It 
was expected that the nominations for the remaining positions would be 
brought forward at a later meeting of Senate. 


It was pointed out that whenever the number five shows up for student 
representation on various committees it has usually been because the 
expectation was that there would be one representative from each of the five 
Student Associations. While presumably this is not sacrosanct, nonetheless 
that has tended to be the pattern in the past and it was wondered whether 
this would continue to be the pattern in the future. 


It was explained that it was not clear in the documentation concerning the 
membership of the Space Planning Advisory Committee that the student 
representatives had to come from each of the five Student Associations. 


The feeling was expressed that while it made sense that the nominations 
should come from each Association, considering the fact that we were 
getting on in the Academic year and the Loyola Students Association was 
able to find two students who were willing to serve, Senate should approve 
the appointments. 
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Dr. O'Brien stated that ultimately if Senate in its wisdom decides to approve 
the two appointments, he would have no particular objection to that. 
However, Senate and in particular the students, should be aware of the 
significant departure from the normal pattern for such appointments. 


It was stated that the Student Academic Caucus and the Student 
Associations realized that as much as possible student representation should 
represent the segments of the student population of the University. 
Nonetheless, in this particular case the desire was to make these 
appointments now in order to ensure at least some immediate student 
representation on the Committee. 


It was also pointed out that one of the nominations was for a provisional 
member and should the Secretary of Senate receive additional nominations 
from the other Student Associations, that provisional member would cease 
to be on the Committee. 


Senate was advised that Ms. Maria Brown was being nominated as an 
additional student representative to the Committee and her name should be 
added to the two names listed in document US-77-16-D5. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED BY MR. BRIKIS, 
THAT MR. MITCHELL SILVER (L.S.A.), MR. GERRY MCCABE 
(PROVISIONAL - L.S.A.), AND MS. MARIA BROWN (L.E.S.A.), BE 
APPOINTED TO THE SPACE PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(DOC-US-77-16-D5). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Curriculum Changes in Fine Arts 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the additional curriculum changes in Fine Arts 
were contained in document US-77-16-D3, and that document 
US-77-16-D4 was the report from U.C.C.C. recommending that the 
changes be approved. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. WEST, 
THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE FACULTY OF FINE 
ARTS (DOC-US-77-16-D3), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Academic Regulations (continued) 


Dr. O'Brien advised that document US-77-14-D8 was prepared following 
the last Senate debate on this issue and was intended to serve as the basis 
for discussion at this meeting. 


He emphasized that this document was not expected by Steering Committee 
to be the final version but it was a document that Steering Committee hoped 
would serve to move the matter forward substantially in the course of the 


meeting. In particular, document US-77-14-D8 did not include a number of 
operating details which normally are found in a final version. While those 
details would have to be worked out, it seemed better not to include that 
kind of detail at this point but rather to seek Senate's approval of the basic 
logic of the system. 


He suspected that there were some parts of the document that might achieve 
reasonably rapid acceptance because they were discussed at some length at 
the previous meeting and were quite broadly accepted at that time. On the 
other hand, there were certain aspects which were not very much touched 
upon and will certainly have to be dealt with in the course of the meeting. 


He pointed out that the first part of the document was related to a certain 
number of principles; the second part was the procedures which in a way 
were the heart of the matter; and the third part was a number of notes to 
which he intended to draw special attention before beginning discussion on 
the actual procedures. 


Concerning the first principle, Dr. O'Brien explained that the word "final" 
was meant to avoid a student appealing such grades as those for term papers 
and class tests, before the point at which the final grade was in. Also, the 
sense of the word "published" was that an appeal could be lodged when the 
grade has been essentially issued, that is, one would not appeal on the basis 
of feeling sure that a final examination has been failed but rather when the 
mark was actually there in black and white in whatever way it is issued by 
the University. 


Dean French advised Senate that the graduate students have a 
University-wide set of regulations for re-evaluation, cheating and 
plagiarism. The regulations that presently exist were approved by Senate on 
the recommendation of B.G.S. and have not been subject to any criticism. 
Since these questions first arose last Spring he has been keeping a watching 
brief on how they would evolve at the undergraduate level so that once it 
became clear what Senate was going to do regarding these regulations at the 
undergraduate level, he would then take the final Senate documents to 
B.G.S. and ask the Board whether it wished to modify its procedures in 
accordance with what Senate had decided to do at the undergraduate level. 
Document US-77-14-D8 was the first hint that he had that some Senators at 
least were thinking in terms of universal regulations covering both levels 
and he advised that he was making his statement primarily to have it entered 
into the minutes at this stage and also to point out that when it becomes clear 
what Senate wants he would like to be given the opportunity to take that to 
B.G.S. before it becomes final legislation for all students. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that as the document evolves at a latter stage it would be 
possible to take better account of Dean French's request than what it was 
possible to do at the present moment. 


A VOTE WAS TAKEN ON THE FIRST PRINCIPLE AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


In explaining the significance of any vote taken at this stage, Dr. O'Brien 
reminded Senate that document US-77-14-D8 was not a final version but 
would be subject to various editing and a vote was not necessarily an 
enshrinement of exactly the words, as presently stated, in a final document. 
It was, nonetheless, a clear indication that the element represented in the 
first principle was acceptable to Senate and would be expected to find its 
appropriate place in the final version. 


Concerning principle number 2, it was wondered whether it was the 
intention of the Steering Committee to exclude appeals based on oral 
participation or oral presentation in a course. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that that was not really the intention of the Steering 
Committee and that the point raised was covered under the third note on 
page 4. 


It was suggested that the second sentence in principle number 2 should be 
changed to read "other elements that are subject to re-evaluation will be 
decided by Senate upon recommendation from each Faculty council." 


Responding to a question concerning appeals relating to theses at the 
Graduate level, Dr. O'Brien felt that the question of Graduate grading 
would complicate considerably the present discussion and while it may 
indeed be that the ultimate document turns out to be acceptable and 
applicable at that level, he was inclined to suggest that the question of 
Graduate level regulations be put in abeyance for the time being. 


Senate agreed to Dr. O'Brien's suggestion. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. HEDMANN, SECONDED 
BY MR. BRIKIS, THAT THE SECOND SENTENCE IN PRINCIPLE 
NUMBER 2 (DOC-US-77-14-D8) BE CHANGED TO READ: "OTHER 
ELEMENTS THAT ARE SUBJECT TO RE-EVALUATION WILL BE 
DECIDED BY SENATE UPON RECOMMENDATION FROM EACH 
FACULTY". 


It was pointed out that it was explicit in the present wording that there could 
be four different decisions with respect to what elements would be subject 
to re-evaluation and it was wondered whether the proposed amendment 
would allow four different decisions to be accepted by Senate. 


Mr. Hedmann advised that the proposed amendment would still allow 
Senate to accept four different decisions. 


The view was expressed that principle number 2 was really the crux of the 
whole debate and the answer that one gets to the question of what other 
elements can be considered as part of the re-evaluation process was the link 
around which the whole structure hinged. What can be re-evaluated 
depended very much on what the re-evaluation procedures were and it 
would be very difficult to make a rational judgement about the procedures to 
be followed until what is open to re-evaluation is known. 


Also, if we decide now to establish a set of procedures based on the 
assumption that what would be re-evaluated was examination papers and 
other written material and come back later and decide that in one Faculty or 
another, other things may be re-evaluated, we would be getting ourselves 
into a position where the procedures that were established would no longer 
be applicable to what was being evaluated. 


The feeling was expressed that Senate was about to get back into the debate 
that took place at the last meeting around the question of re-evaluation in the 
narrow versus the broad sense. Senate was reminded that at that meeting the 
overwhelming view, as indicated by a straw vote, was that we should have 
re-evaluation in the broad sense. It now appeared that Senate was returning 
to the notion of re-evaluation in the narrow sense and if that were so, we 
would have to take a completely different approach to the question of 
procedures. 


The feeling was expressed that principle number 2 contained a certain 
measure of flexibility for each Faculty, but the amendment would lead to 
a-situation in which Senate could end up debating the question of which 
other elements would be subject to re-evaluation on four separate occasions, 
depending on the recommendations from each Faculty. It would be 
preferable to leave it to the wisdom of each Faculty Council to decide what it 
wants to do. 


It was suggested that the question of jurisdiction for the responsibility of the 
process of re-evaluation should be immediately built into the document 
(DOC-US-77-14-D8). The concern was for the situation where a student 
was taking a course in another Faculty and it was argued that it must be 
clearly defined whether the responsibility in that instance was with the Dean 
of the other Faculty or with the Dean of the Faculty in which the student 
was registered. 


It was argued that Senate was responsible for establishing the procedures 
for academic re-evaluation and if it was left up to each Faculty Council to 
determine the criteria for what may be re-evaluated, Senate might well be 
faced with hearing endless individual cases concerning students and faculty 
members who are not satisfied with the criteria established by each Faculty. 


It was pointed out that principle number | stated that "Such re-evaluation 
applies only to final published grades" and it was suggested that principle 
number 2 could be a much more general statement to the effect that 
re-evaluation can be based on any element which contributed to the final 
published grade. 


The suggestion was interpreted to mean that in all Faculties it shall be 
possible to re-evaluate everything that contributes to the final published 
grade and to say that was to say something which was quite different than 
principle number 2 as it was presently stated in document US-77-14-D8. 
The problem would then be to define exactly what contributes to the final 
grade. 


It was stated that there were other documents which indicate how a grade 
was arrived at and during the previous lengthy debates on grading it was 
established that students were supposed to be informed at the beginning of a 
class as to what elements of that course they would be graded on. 
Presumably, those elements were what were considered to contribute to the 
published grades and therefore students should have the right, if they were 
going to have the right to re-evaluation at all, to re-evaluation on any of the 
elements that were specified as contributing to the published grades. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that principle number 2 states in effect that certain 
elements that contribute to the final published grade will not be subject to 
re-evaluation. A classic example of that would be class participation. 


It was argued that if Senate wanted to put something as detailed as this into 
the document, it should exclude certain things and state in the document 
exactly what was to be excluded, rather than attempting to present it the 
other way around. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the approach that was being taken in principle 
number 2 was, in effect, to guarantee a basic minimum number of things 
that can be re-evaluated, namely examination papers and other written 
material, and to leave it to the Faculties, with or without Senate approval as 
the amendment may decide, to determine which things are subject to 
re-evaluation and which things are not. 


The feeling was expressed that the general intent of the proposed 
Regulations for Re-evaluation (DOC-US-77-14-D8) seemed to be to 
discourage students from asking for re-evaluation particularly in terms of 
making students wait f or months on end and making students go through a 
very intricate committee system, before any action was taken on grade 
appeals. It was wondered why Senate was debating the proposed 
Regulations in document US-77-14-D8 and not the recommendations from 
the Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-14-D]4) or even the Sir 
George Williams regulations, which seemed to be far fairer to the students 
in that they receive comparatively instant action on any problems which 
might arise in a course. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Support was voiced for an earlier suggestion that one should simply be able 
to re-evaluate everything that contributes to the final grade. 


It was suggested that one way to focus the debate back to the original 
question and to try to find how narrow or how wide the definition of "other 
elements" was, was to add a sentence which says, "such as" and to attempt 
to determine what the "such as" included. Did it just Include things like 
painting or some piece of equipment built into a lab that was part of a 
course, or did it also include an element which, in the mind of a student, 
contributed to the final grade, such as the like or dislike of the professor 
because of the colour of the professor's eyes. Although one might be 


willing to support the concept of leaving it up to each Faculty to decide what 
the other elements were, if the "such as" can vary too widely, we could end 
up in the unhappy situation where one Faculty might opt for the widest 
possible-definition and another Faculty opt for the narrowest definition. 


The feeling was expressed that while there was a series of problems in 
defining the "such as", surely it would be concerned with the performance 
of the student in approaching the learning objectives in the course. The 
performance of the student may take a number of forms such as theatrical 
performance or a performance on the clarinet, which were activities which 
were in fact evaluated in certain quarters in the University and whatever 
definition we would want to put on it, in the view of the Faculty of Fine 
Arts, it would have to encompass that kind of activity. 


It was explained that at the beginning of a course the professor circulates a 
breakdown of the percentage distribution for all the elements which will 
contribute to the final grade, including the percentage allocated for papers, 
class participation, take home examinations, oral examinations, etc. and all 
those elements listed in the breakdown should be subject to re-evaluation. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. ROBERTSON, SECONDED 
BY MR. HEDMANN, THAT THE ELEMENTS ON WHICH 
RE-EVALUATION CAN BE BASED, ARE ALL THOSE WHICH 
CONTRIBUTE TO THE FINAL GRADE. 


It was argued that if the amendment were to be adopted, one could visualize 
the spectre of that building to the point where every class would have to be 
tape recorded because the professor has said that 25 percent of the grade 
would be allocated to class participation. Also, it was impossible to see just 
how such an element as class participation could be re-evaluated unless we 
established a mechanism which keeps a record of everything that occurs in 
the class. 


It was explained that if Senate adopts the committee structure for the process 
of re-evaluation then it would be up to the committee to ask the professor 
how he evaluated the students participation in the class in the first place. 


It was argued that the only logical response to that question would be by 
using judgement. 


It was also stated that there was some difficulty with the last sentence in the 
second principle which says that "the procedures for re-evaluation will be 
common to all Faculties". Each Faculty was different and we must 
recognize that we cannot have standards for every possible thing in the 
University. Otherwise every course and every examination would have to 
be given in the same fashion. It must be recognized that in each Faculty the 
subjects were different, the way in which examinations were conducted was 
different, and the way in which the courses were taught was different, and it 
should therefore be left up to each Faculty to establish their own 

procedures. 


Concerning the possibility of re-evaluation of such things as class 
participation, it was argued that if a professor was faced with regulations by 
which such things could be re-evaluated, that professor quite validly would 
grade his students on the basis of one formal final examination. Also, 
mid-term examinations, quizzes, and class participation and assignments 
were all designed to help the students by relieving them of the crushing 
burden of a one hundred percent final examination. If it turns out that this 
becomes a weapon the students can use against a professor, quite validly 
that professor will insist on a one hundred percent final examination. 


It was suggested that it should be stated that all written elements such as 
examination papers and other written material were subject to re-evaluation 
and in addition, the professor must clearly state at the beginning of a course 
exactly which elements that contribute to the final grade would not be 
subject to re-evaluation. It would then be clear to the students which 
elements could be appealed and which elements could not:, early enough to 
allow students to change courses or sections accordingly. 


It was argued that if we decide to define those areas which cannot be 
re-evaluated, that would undermine the whole purpose of the re-evaluation 
procedures and in particular, would undermine the principle that students 
have the right to apply for re-evaluation of any grade they receive. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that Senate should consider what tends to come back 
as the central core of the present issue. On the one hand, what was being 
said was that if class participation was indicated by a professor to make up 
twenty-five percent of the final grade, class participation should be subject 
to re-evaluation. On the other hand, it was also being said that that cannot be 
subject to re-evaluation in a practical sense, and if it is made subject to 
re-evaluation in the regulations, professors would remove class participation 
as an item which they would list and use for evaluation purposes, and that 
development was not really in the interest of the education of students. This 
represented a difference of opinion and it was on that particular issue that 
one way or another some consensus would have to be reached. 


Concerning re-evaluation of such things as class participation, it was argued 
that it was a fact of life, not only in grading of courses, but in general, 
where decisions sometimes must be taken and situations must be 
re-appraised when there is no written formal record of what has gone 
before. It must be recognized that it was just not possible to give a perfectly 
objective re-evaluation sometimes to elements which validly contribute to a 
final published grade and we will have to live with that realization. 


The feeling was expressed that class participation should not count in the 
marks of a course unless that course was a course in class participation. In 
other words, if it was a course in small group dynamics, public speaking or 
dramatic improvisation, then class participation should be graded. 
Otherwise, the instructor could not possibly understand what kind of inner 
experience the student was having and the whole thing becomes an 
invitation to a behavior which says that if the instructor cannot statistically 
give evidence that some kind of learning was happening, an attempt ought 


not to be made to evaluate it. Senate was opening the door to that kind of 
argumentation and really there were no grounds for that kind of inclusion 
into a carefully graded appraisal of how a student has performed in respect 
to the learning objectives of a particular course. Also, there were certain 
kinds of activities in a university situation which a Faculty must find means 
of judging. In the case of a performance, we must have some means of 
evaluating something that happens perhaps only once or a minimum number 
of times and where there is no permanent record kept. 


Further, one would despair at attempting to list all of the various grading 
systems that would be necessary to accommodate the needs of students and 
faculty in each and every discipline. Senate should attempt to endorse a 
principle which allows for the recording of a grade where a particular 
discernible learning objective is being attempted and achieved by a student, 
and then leave it up to the particular instructor to express what method 
would be used as required by the grading system which Senate approved 
last year. 


The feeling was expressed that we have reached a point where, because the 
concept of a committee structure seemed to be in the back of the minds of 
many. Senators, Senate was now trying to formulate the rules, regulations 
and the mandate to be followed by such committees, which really makes the 
whole thing unworkable. 


It was noted that the approach to the process of re-evaluation endorsed by 
the Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-14-D14) was based on the 
principle that when things were simple they should be handled by 
individuals and only by committees when they become complex. It was to 
individuals such as Department Chairmen or Faculty Deans to handle 
appeals as opposed to a committee structure, then we could use the broadest 
possible definitions that one could imagine, because it was most difficult to 
try, a-priori, to set up judicially every possible thing that could happen and 
write into the rules as to how those things would be handled. 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposed procedures on 
Academic Re-evaluation which were being recommended by the 
Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-14-D14). He emphasized that 
the thrust of the proposal was to ensure that students get a fair deal and that 
the appeal be handled quickly. If a student did not get a fair deal from the 
administrator, it would be only at that point that there would be an outside 
re-evaluation of the whole process by a committee. 


He argued that if Senate adopts the committee structure for re-evaluation, 
that would lead to a backlog of work and also that committees tend much 
more to sit upon what is past legislation, that is, there was much less room 
in the minds of committee members for manoeuver, which was definitely 
not to the benefit of the students. 


The feeling was expressed that what we were discussing was the subjective 
nature of unwritten material and the way in which it was subjectively 
marked. At the last Senate meeting we discussed how even examinations 


were marked subjectively and therefore logically it follows that nothing 
could be evaluated. That seemed to be what was being argued. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the debate which has taken place so far in Senate 
has followed a certain track and has ended up with the document which was 
now before Senate (DOC-US-77-14-D8). He pointed out that the document 
reflects tolerably well the thrust of the previous Senate debate and also that it 
represented a different approach than the one that Dr. Giguere has presented 
from the Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-77-14-D 14). 


The approach represented in document US-77-14-D8 essentially was to let 
the course be given, let the grade be assigned, let the student appeal, and 
then let someone or some group sit in judgement on the situation. That has 
all the advantages of due process, which could be set out in as detailed 
regulations as needed, but it also has all of the disadvantages of the delays 
that tend to go with due process. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the amendment that was on the floor was a 
useful one because it makes clear, by taking a very logical position about 
what should be subject to due process, the problems that were involved. 
The amendment says simply that what should be subject to due process at 
the end of the line was everything that went into the grade which was being 
considered. The criticisms that have been made of that are not so much 
criticisms of principle but rather they have been questions of practicality. It 
has been said that there are some things which were not graspable at a point 
weeks or months later and how graspable class participation was, was 
obviously a debate in itself, but at least it might be said that it was less 
graspable than the written final examination. If we follow that particular line 
we will ultimately have to make some kind of trade off between the logic of 
due process in the system and what was practically -workable. 


On the other hand, the proposal from the Engineering Faculty Council has 
all of - the advantages of immediacy and graspability, and it might even 
manage to cover class participation somewhat more quickly. However, it 
also has all of the disadvantages of lacking what at least some-Senators see 
as due process. 


It was argued that the proposal from the Engineering Faculty Council 
(DOC-US-77-14-D14) was in fact a definition of due process because the 
essence of due process was that one knows what the steps were in that 
process and at the end of the line there was a chance to appeal the steps that 
were taken, that is, the E.F.C. proposal-was a tidy version of due process, 
it had the elegance of completeness, and it also allowed for anything to be 
appealed. 


The feeling was expressed that the E.F.C. proposal allowed for the widest 
possible definition of elements which were appealable, it allowed for speedy 
resolution of most issues, and finally it involved a committee for those 
instances where a student was dissatisfied with the handling of his/her case. 
It was wondered whether it would be possible to move to a discussion of 
document US-77-14-D14. 


77-16-15 


Dr. O'Brien advised that if there was sufficient interest in the Engineering 
Faculty Council proposal, Senate could simply move to suspend discussion 
on document US-77-14-D8 and take up discussion on document 
US-77-14-D14. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GRAY, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT THE PRESENT DISCUSSION ON DOCUMENT US-77-14-D8 
BE SUSPENDED. 


It was explained that the sense of the motion was to suspend the present 
discussion on document US-77-14-D8 and that Senate would then moved 
to-a consideration of the first two pages of document US-77-14-D14. 


- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was now before Senate was document 
US-77-14-D14, and specifically the two pages identified by the Engineering 
Faculty Council document number 77-9-8. 


It was explained that if the proposal was now moving from an Engineering 
Faculty Council document to a Senate document, it obviously would have to 
be rewritten. It was suggested that debate should be restricted to points 1 to 
4 which were essentially the mechanisms for re-evaluation. It was also 
pointed out that Senate should be only looking at the principle of the 
proposal, because this was not a final document nor was it intended to be 
one. 


Concern was expressed over the third example listed under point number 1 
because it was felt that it lacked the element of concreteness which could be 
identified in the examples of dissatisfaction with the grading of work 
submitted and with the procedures used for grading. 


It was explained that the third example was in line with the concept of 
reevaluation in the broadest sense in that it deals with those intangible 
elements which were difficult or impossible to write down but which 
contribute to the final grade. It also covers those rare situations where there 
has been some element of discrimination. 


It was argued that the elements listed in the third example under point 
number | were covered under the rubric of either dissatisfaction with the 
procedures used for grading or dissatisfaction with the grading of the work 
submitted. 


It was stated that one of the serious problems raised by the previous 
amendment was the difficulty one would have in evaluating something as 
subjective as class participation and it was argued that one would have the 
same difficulty in evaluating something as amorphous as the learning 
environment. 


77-16-16 


JN/LB 


It was emphasized that the examples were not intended to be a listing of 
those things that were appealable, rather it was a recognition of the fact that 
an appeal for academic reevaluation may arise due to a set of reasons. It was 
also agreed that the first two examples subsumed the third example and it 
was stated that in fact the whole first paragraph was redundant in the sense 
that it was background information. Procedurally, the discussion should 
begin with point number 2. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that obviously we did not have a document, which in the 
detailed sense, could be adopted if such was the will of Senate. However, 
he detected a real interest in what was implicit in document US-77-14-D14 
(E.F.C. document 77-9-8). He wondered whether there was sufficient 
interest in the proposal to attempt to recast what was never meant to be a 
basis for debate on regulations, between now and the next Senate meeting, 
into a document which will look more like regulations in this area. 


It was suggested that items 2, 3, and 4 be adopted in principle so that 
whoever would be working on the document would have some kind of 
assurance that they would not be working in vain. 


It was felt that it was important to include a motherhood statement like item 
number | even though it was not presently well worded. 


It was suggested that Senate could adopt these items in principle now, and 
the wording could be changed later. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY MR. 
GLADSTONE, THAT ITEMS 1 TO 4 IN DOCUMENT US-77-14-D14 
(E.F.C. DOCUMENT 77-9-8) BE APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE, 
SUBJECT TO EDITORIAL CHANGE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


